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Abstract
Objective The present study aims to measure the deter-
minants of the innovative climate in German banks with a
focus on workplace health management (WHM).
Methods We analyze the determinants of innovative cli-
mate with multiple regressions using a dataset based on
standardized telephone interviews conducted with health
promotion experts from 198 randomly selected German
banks.
Results The regression analysis provided a good explana-
tion of the variance in the dependent variable (R
2 = 55%).
Communication climate (b = 0.55; p\0.001), social
capital (b = 0.21; p\0.01), the establishment of a WHM
program (b = 0.13; p\0.05) as well as company size
(b = 0.15;p\0.01)werefoundtohaveasigniﬁcantimpact
on an organization’s innovative climate.
Conclusions In order to foster an innovation-friendly
climate, organizations should establish shared values. An
active step in this direction involves strengthening the
organizations’ social capital and communication climate
through trustworthy management decisions such as the
implementation of a WHM program.
Keywords Innovative climate 
Workplace health management  Social capital 
Communication  Banks
Introduction
This study examines innovation at the organizational level
in banks. Innovation is deﬁned here as the adoption of a new
idea or behavior by an organization (Daft 1978). Innovation
is considered to be a means of changing an organization or
company as a pre-emptive action to inﬂuence its changing
environment. Hence, it encompasses numerous types of
changes including new products or services, new process
technologies, new organizational structures, new adminis-
trative systems, or new plans or programs pertaining to
members of the organization (Damanpour 1996).
Innovation research can focus on the organization, the
group or the individual (King and Anderson 1995), and
can, in general, be divided into three different streams of
research (Krause 2004). The ﬁrst stream of research, dif-
fusion research, studies the conditions necessary for the
adoption, or diffusion, of an innovation (Rogers 2003).
Process research examines the individual phases and
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DOI 10.1007/s00038-010-0195-7sequences involved in the implementation of innovations.
The third stream of research, which is also the focus of our
study, centers on the conditions affecting the innovation
process or rather the conditions for innovativeness.
As sub-processes of organizational change, innovations
serve as a way for organizations to gradually adapt to the
changing demands of their external environment (Krause
2005). As a result, one of a corporate management’s main
tasks is to incorporate new ideas into the company’s
everyday routine (Moldaschl 2000). The creation of inno-
vation-friendly conditions is also crucial for improving a
company’s competitive position (Kauffeld 2004). Innova-
tion researchers have already studied a number of these
factors inﬂuencing the conditions in companies that
determine the implementation of innovations. Neverthe-
less, due to the inconsistency in these ﬁndings, it has not
been possible to draw a clear picture of the factors affecting
organizational innovation (Pettigrew et al. 2001). Some of
the organization and group-level factors that have already
been examined include communication and cooperation
processes, teamwork, team composition, team climate and
team leadership, the management of resistance to innova-
tion, organization size, characteristics of the organizational
structure and culture, organizational resources and extra-
organizational conditions (Krause 2004).
In order to generate innovations, it is important to
stimulate the knowledge of every member of the organi-
zation unit (Taggar 2002). Innovative climate is maximized
under conditions when all team members share their
knowledge with each other in a communication process
(Wegner 1987). This speciﬁc communication process
requires dynamic exchanges and new combinations of
ideas (Van Knippenberg et al. 2004). Organizations will
create innovations through new combinations of ideas if
they utilize the full range of available abilities, skills and
perspectives of their employees (Gebert et al. 2006). To
create new solutions in organizations through open com-
munication processes, it is vital to give each member of the
organization the possibility to voice any objections and to
openly and freely express their personal opinion. The
possibility of an open dissent results in critical questions
that challenge previous actions in a target-orientated way
and enable an open discussion (Schneider et al. 1998).
Organizational climate plays a signiﬁcant role in the
implementation of innovations (Brodbeck et al. 2000). The
factors affecting this climate are the socially shared per-
ceptions of organizational practices, procedures and values
(Reichers and Schneider 2001). Noteworthy examples of
these shared perceptions include an organization’s focus on
common objectives, efforts made by team members to
achieve a high level of performance, the cooperation of
team members and mutual support for the development and
application of new ideas (King and Anderson 1995).
Another important factor affecting a company’s inno-
vativeness is the introduction of a company philosophy
(Frey 1998). Oftentimes, a company philosophy includes
the systematic implementation of a (work place health
management, WHM) program (Slesina 2008), which places
an emphasis on the physical and mental health of
employees. Within the corporate context, WHM is tradi-
tionally responsible for managing the protection of the
health resources of employees in all units within an orga-
nization (Slesina 2008). WHM refers to all management
activities that involve planning, organizing, implementing
and regulating all health promotion activities (Pfaff et al.
2008). Frequently, WHP measures fall short of their
potential positive effects due to not being integrated into an
overarching corporate concept (Badura et al. 1999). WHM
must be considered in an overarching organizational con-
text while paying attention to other management measures
(Dejoy and Wilson 2003). Lack of systematic planning
renders the measures ineffective (Sherman 2002). There-
fore, prior to the implementation of such measures a
demand analysis has to be conducted (Pfaff et al. 2008).
Thus, in addition to WHM, organizational development,
HR development and quality management play a vital role
in preserving the health of employees (Ko ¨hler et al. 2009).
The objectives of WHM need to be linked to other cor-
porate objectives; corporate communication processes must
be efﬁcient and the target-orientated implementation of
programs in all organizational units must be monitored on a
continuous basis through evaluation programs (O’Donnell
et al. 1997). By ensuring employee health, the company
ultimately ensures its ability to innovate (Kriegesmann
et al. 2007).
A company’s ability for innovation does not depend
solely on its innovative climate and the health resources of
its employees; it also depends on the company’s social
resources (West 1990). Social resources are the support
provided by superiors and colleagues (Richter and Hacker
1998). Social capital is deﬁned as a social resource that is
available to the individual members of a community, and
as such promotes collective action (Coleman 1991). For
organizations, social capital means that employees adhere
more to organizational tasks and objectives as they identify
their organization’s goals and values. As a result, social
capital has a supportive inﬂuence on the economic per-
formance of companies and the overall promotion of
organizational performance (Cohen and Prusak 2001), the
number of innovations, and the exchange of knowledge
resources between organizational units (Adler and Kwon
2002), and can be considered a practical means of
increasing organizational innovativeness (Gro ¨ben 2008).
To our knowledge, not much research has been done on
the determinants of the innovative climate in banks.
Therefore, the aim of the present study is to measure the
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how much inﬂuence that communication climate, social
capital and WHM have on the perceived innovative cli-
mate. Thus, with regard to the degree of innovative climate
as perceived by the representatives of companies, i.e. banks
in Germany, the following hypotheses are being assessed:
1. The company size has a positive impact on companies’
innovative climate (Krause 2004).
2. The communicative climate has a positive impact on
companies’ innovative climate (Van Knippenberg
et al. 2004).
3. The implementation of WHM measures has a positive
impact on companies’ innovative climate (Krieges-
mann et al. 2007).
4. Social capital has a positive impact on companies’
innovative climate (Adler and Kwon 2002).
Methods
A random sample of 750 banks was drawn from a popu-
lation of 2,096 banks whose headquarters are located in
Germany (BAFIN 2006). The sample was drawn from the
BAFIN list (2006) according to KMU deﬁnition through
allocation of random numbers (KMU based on the deﬁni-
tion provided by the European Commission, Ofﬁcial
Journal EC 1996, No. L107/4). The objective was to survey
one expert from each of the randomly selected banks on the
innovative climate in their respective companies. Of the
198 persons who completed the interview, 88 persons were
working in HR departments, 52 persons were representa-
tives of the executive board, 35 were company physicians
and 23 persons were members of works councils.
The survey was conducted through a standardized tele-
phone interview. The interviewer contacted the HR
department via the company’s main switchboard. An HR
representative was then asked whether the company was
engaging in workplace health promotion (WHP). When
doing so, the interviewers provided a thorough deﬁnition of
the term ‘‘WHP’’. If the representative responded that the
company was not engaging in WHP, the interview was
aborted. If an afﬁrmative answer was received, the inter-
viewers requested to refer them to a competent contact
person for the telephone interview. An external survey
institute was commissioned to conduct the survey.
Dependent variable
Innovative climate in organizations
The act of motivating employees to generate new ideas is
subsumed under the dimension ‘‘motivational manage-
ment’’ in item 1 of the innovative climate scale (Kauffeld
2004). Only when ideas put forth by employees are taken
into consideration and integrated into work processes, the
employees feel motivated to continue to be innovative.
The implementation of improvement suggestions into the
everyday routine as an objective of the innovation process
(Moldaschl 2000) both for an organization and for its
employees can be found in items 2, 3 and 4. Based on
Anderson and West’s inventory, another dimension of
innovative climate is the provision of ‘‘mutual support’’
when developing and implementing new ideas Brodbeck
et al. 2000). This dimension was measured using items 5, 6
and 7, which pertain to the ‘‘organization’s openness to
improving work processes and conditions’’. The scale
regarding innovative climate was validated by Pfaff et al.
in 2004 within the framework of a study of German hos-
pitals (Cronbach’s alpha 0.91) (Table 1).
Participants were given four response options for each
statement: ‘‘strongly disagree,’’ ‘‘disagree,’’ ‘‘agree’’ and
‘‘strongly agree’’. Responses were assigned values of 1–4,
respectively, resulting in an innovative sum score ranging
from 7 to 28 (Cronbach’s alpha 0.87).
Independent variables
Social capital in organizations
The items of the social capital scale measure the cogni-
tive and structural components of social capital. The
Table 1 Item numbers and content of the innovative climate scale
Item no. In our company, … Mean SD
1. We are motivated to bring new ideas to the table 3.32 0.67
2. The ideas of employees are taken into consideration 3.28 0.68
3. Suggestions for improvement are put to use 3.30 0.56
4. Efforts toward improved working procedures usually come to nothing 3.38 0.68
5. You can pretty much save yourself the energy of making improvement suggestions 3.62 0.58
6. Attention is paid to demands for better working conditions 3.29 0.65
7. There is openness to new ideas (processes, methods, techniques, etc.) 3.35 0.57
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values, norms and goals of organization members. In an
organization, these cognitive components lead to the
creation of a prescriptive norm so that the social actors—
here, the organization members—put the interests of the
collectivity before their own (Coleman 1991). As a
result, it is possible to develop a collective spirit within
an organization which drives organization members to
focus more on the interests of the organization than on
their own interests (Pfaff et al. 2005). The collective
spirit of the companies interviewed, or rather the factors
inﬂuencing their corporate culture, is measured in items
1, 2 and 7 (Table 2).
Items 3–6 measure the degree of social capital formed
by sound social relations within the social network struc-
ture. Participants were given four response options for each
statement: ‘‘strongly disagree,’’ ‘‘disagree,’’ ‘‘agree’’ and
‘‘strongly agree’’. Responses were assigned values of 1–4,
respectively, resulting in a social capital sum score ranging
from 7 to 28 (Cronbach’s alpha 0.86).
Open communication
The communication climate scale (Pfaff et al. 2004) mea-
sures the extent to which employees feel that problems in
the organization can be discussed openly, constructive
criticism can be given, a separation between business-
related and personal issues exists, and employees are
included in decision-making processes (Table 2). Each
response was assigned a value from 1 to 4: (1) strongly
disagree, (2) disagree, (3) agree and (4) strongly agree. The
result was a scale sum score with a possible range of 4–16
(Cronbach’s alpha 0.80).
Workplace health management activities index
Workplace health management (WHM) is the systematic
data-assisted planning, implementation, regulation and
evaluation of prevention and health promotion activities in
companies (Badura and Hehlmann 2003). The WHM Index
is the sum score of four dimensions: ‘‘WHP and corporate
policy,’’ ‘‘WHP planning,’’ ‘‘WHP support’’ and ‘‘WHP
evaluation’’ (Table 3). These dimensions are based on the
European Foundation of Quality Management (EFQM)
model (EFQM 2003). The model shows that WHP is being
perceived as a leadership task by the company’s top
management and must be embedded in the corporate pol-
icy. We consider this substantive point in the index by the
dimension of ‘‘WHP and corporate policy’’ in items 1–5.
Further, the EFQM Model provides that the success of
WHP depends upon the thorough planning of WHP mea-
sures. We take these considerations into account with the
dimension ‘‘WHP planning’’ in the WHM Index in the
items 6–10. Another central issue for successful working of
WHP is the implementation of such measures through
target-orientated control and stipulation of objectives (Pfaff
2001). We use this content in the dimension ‘‘WHP sup-
port’’ in the items 11–14. A central point in the EFQM
model is the continuous evaluation of the results generated
by workplace health promotion with regard to its effects
(O’Donnell et al. 1997). The dimension ‘‘WHP evaluation’’
was measured by the items 15, 16 and 17.
Survey participants were asked about the WHM activi-
ties being implemented in their companies BAFIN 2006.
Participants were given three response options for each of
the statements regarding activities included in the WHM
Index: ‘‘no,’’ ‘‘yes’’ and ‘‘don’t know’’. Each afﬁrmative
response was assigned a value of 1. Statements receiving a
negative or non-response from companies were assigned a
value of 0. The WHM Index, therefore, had a possible
range of 0–17.
Data on the number of corporate locations and on staff
size were gathered using the company-speciﬁc section of
the survey instrument. The ‘‘staff size’’ variable was
transformed into a dummy variable, separating the large
enterprises with C250 employees from the small and
medium-sized enterprises with B249 employees.
Data analysis
Multiple linear regression was used to evaluate the deter-
minants of innovative climate. The ‘‘Innovative Climate
Index’’ was regressed on the above set of independent
variables (‘‘WHM Index’’, the ‘‘Social Capital Scale’’, the
‘‘Communication Climate Scale’’, and ‘‘large enterprises’’
dummy) plus additional controls (a dummy for eastern
Germany and a dummy for cooperatively organized banks).
Table 2 Item numbers and content of the social capital scale and
communication climate scale (Pfaff et al. 2004)
Scale In our company, …
Social capital 1. There is a sense of unity and agreement
2. We trust each other
3. There is a sense of cohesion among employees
4. There is a good corporate climate
5. We do not get along with each other very well
6. There is a great willingness to help each other
7. We represent a lot of the same values
Communication
climate scale
1. Problems are discussed openly
2. Constructive criticism is welcome
3. We are able to maintain a separation between
business-related and personal issues during
meetings
4. Employees are included in important decisions
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between the independent variables. The assumption that the
Innovative Climate Scale has a normal distribution was
tested and not conﬁrmed using the Kolmogorov–Smirnov
test. However, standard procedures were not able to detect
inﬂuential outliers. The SPSS 17.0 (SPSS Inc.) statistics
software was used to conduct the analyses.
Results
Fourteen percent (105 out of gross sample of 750 banks)
drawn from the parent population could not be included in
the survey, either because no telephone number could be
obtained (51 banks) or because a survey participant could
not be reached at the number obtained (36 banks).
Another 18 banks were not included in the survey because
they were no longer operating as a bank at the time when
the survey was being conducted. This leaves a net sample
of 645 banks (86%). Of these, 367 (56.8%) took part in
the ﬁrst stage of the survey. Since a complete interview
could only be conducted with banks engaging in health
promotion activities, 169 banks indicating that they were
not engaging in such activities were excluded (see Fig. 1).
Due to the focus of the survey instrument and project
resource constraints, only banks that were already
implementing WHP were included into the second stage
(see Fig. 1). During the second stage of the survey, it was
possible to conduct one complete standardized telephone
interview with each of the 198 remaining banks (30.7% of
the 645 banks in the net sample) during the 2-month data-
collection period. The 278 banks (43.1% of 645) opting
not to participate in the survey gave the following reasons
for their refusal: they do not participate in telephone
surveys (37 banks), they do not have enough time
(83 banks), they do not participate in studies as a matter of
principle (117 banks) or they could not provide the name
of a contact person to take part in the interview
(41 banks).
In order to assess the representativeness of the sample, a
comparison was made between the structural characteris-
tics of the sample of banks (survey stage 1: N = 367;
survey stage 2: N = 198) and the sample frame, consisting
of banks with headquarters in Germany (N = 2,096). In
particular, the comparison looked at the characteristics
‘‘company size’’ and ‘‘organizational structure’’. The
results of the analyses can be found in Table 4. When
comparing sample 1 (N = 367) and sample 2 (N = 198) to
the sample frame, only minor deviations were found in
terms of company size and organizational structure. As
such, the ﬁndings of the study can be considered repre-
sentative and, in our opinion, can be used to make
Table 3 Dimensions and items of the workplace health management activities index (WHM Index) (Pfaff et al. 2008)
Dimensions of WHM Content
Workplace health promotion
and corporate policy
1. Have WHP measures been incorporated into the overall corporate strategy?
2. Are WHP activities being incorporated into existing organizational structures and processes?
3. Are ﬁnancial resources being made available for WHP purposes?
4. Is progress with regard to WHP measures being monitored on a continuous basis by the
board of management?
5. Is there a separate budget for WHP projects?
WHP planning 1. Are workplace health promotion measures being planned and communicated across all corporate areas?
2. Is the need for WHP measures being assessed prior to implementation of such measures?
3. Are target criteria being deﬁned prior to implementation of WHP measures?
4. For the measures of worksite health promotion success criteria are drawn up?
5. Have all employees been informed of plans in the area of workplace health promotion through
appropriate means of internal communication?
WHP support 1. Is there a steering committee, project group or the like comprised of all key persons of the organization
responsible for planning, monitoring and evaluation of WHP measures?
2. Does a systematic and continuous gathering of all information relevant for planning and
implementation of WHP measures take place?
3. Are target groups and quantiﬁable goals being stipulated for all WHP measures?
4. Are all WHP activities being systematically evaluated and continuously improved?
WHP evaluation 1. Systematically determine the effects of worksite health promotion measures on employee satisfaction?
2. Are the effects of WHP measures on various health indicators (number of staff ill, productivity,
number of proposals for improvement, etc.)?
3. Are the effects of WHP measures on economic results such as ﬂuctuation, productivity,
cost-beneﬁt-analyses being systematically assessed?
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banks with worksite health promotion programs.
The innovative climate scale has a mean of 23.55 (SD
3.27), a minimum value of 11 and a maximum of 28.
Table 5 reports the pair-wise correlations of the WHM
Scale, the Social Capital Scale, and the Communication
Climate Scale.
The regressions are performed in a stepwise procedure.
In the ﬁrst step of the regression (model 1), we regress
Innovative Climate only on the ‘‘large enterprises’’ dummy
2152
Banks whose headquarters are in Germany and 
who are a legal entity 
Banks (gross  sample)
Banks (net  sample)
Banks in survey stage 2: full interviews completed
Banks; parent population (BAFIN, 2006)
2096
Exclusion criteria: headquarters are not located in 
Germany, not a legal entity 
750
645
Banks in survey stage 1 (adjusted net sample)   367
198
56 Banks excluded 
Drop out:
  No telephone number could be obtained (51) 
  A participant could not be reached using the telephone 
number obtained (36) 
  Companies were no longer operating in the banking 
industry (18) 
Drop Out:
Do not participate in surveys (37)
Did not have enough time (83)
Do not participate in studies (117)
Could not name a contact person / interviewee (41)
105
278
169 Companies not engaging in workplace health 
promotion activities (approx. 46%) 
Fig. 1 Description of the
sampling procedure (Pfaff et al.
2008)
Table 4 A comparison of the
sample frame, consisting of
banks with headquarters in
Germany, both study samples
and the standard error of the







B49 employees (micro and small enterprises) 575 (27.4%) 110 (29.9%) 36 (18.2%)
Standard error 0.0275
50–249 employees (medium-sized enterprises) 899 (42.8%) 153 (41.6%) 95 (48.0%)
Standard error 0.0356
C250 employees (large enterprises) 622 (29.7%) 104 (28.3%) 67 (33.8%)
Standard error 0.0337
566 T. Ko ¨hler et al.that does not even turn out to be signiﬁcant at the 10%
level. In model 2, the WHM Index variable was added
increasing the explained variance from 0.7 to 8.0%. The
coefﬁcient of the WHM index was highly signiﬁcant. In the
third step, the inclusion of the Social Capital Scale raised
the explained variance considerably to 39.0%. Model 4 that
incorporated the Communication Climate Scale explained
55.3% of the variance in the Innovative Climate Scale. In
this model, all independent variables were signiﬁcant at
least at the 95% level (Large Enterprises, b = 0.15,
p\0.01; WHM Index, b = 0.13, p\0.05; Social Capital
Scale, b = 0.21, p\0.01; Communication Climate Scale,
b = 0.55, p\0.01). The fact that both instruments (social
capital and communicative climate) in model 4 are sig-
niﬁcant despite being highly correlated (see correlations
analysis above), suggests that the instruments indeed
measure different contents. Additionally including the
above-mentioned regional and sub-sector controls (model
5) did not have any effect on the model parameters and
increases R
2 only slightly to 56.4% (Table 6). Finally,
regressions that included different combinations of inter-
action terms did not produce any additional insights. With
few exceptions, interactions were neither signiﬁcant nor
did they increase the explanatory power of the model
(results not reported).
Discussion
The present representative cross-sectional study examined
the factors inﬂuencing the innovative climate in German
banks. Our study suggests that the communication climate
and social capital of organizations are important determi-
nants of a company’s innovative climate. These ﬁndings
may provide executives in the banking industry with
important information on how to improve the innovative
climate in their companies.
More speciﬁcally, the study reveals a highly signiﬁcant
correlation between the banks’ perceived communication
climate and their perceived innovative climate, which
conﬁrms the ﬁndings from research in other sectors
(Brodbeck et al. 2000). It is, therefore, important for
companies to improve the ﬂow of internal communication,





Innovative Climate Scale 0.28** 0.57** 0.70**
WHM 0.11 0.16*
Social Capital Scale 0.70**
* Correlation is signiﬁcant at the level of 0.05
** Correlation is signiﬁcant at the level of 0.01
Table 6 Selected determinants
of the Innovative Climate Scale:
standard error, regression
coefﬁcients (b), T value,
signiﬁcance levels (list-wise









T value Signiﬁcance R
2
Model 1
Large enterprises 0.099 0.150 1.200 0.232 0.007
Model 2
Large enterprises 0.008 0.151 0.118 0.906 0.080
WHM Index
a 0.281 0.071 3.936 0.000***
Model 3
Large enterprises 0.112 0.125 1.891 0.060* 0.390
WHM Index
a 0.190 0.059 3.217 0.002**
Social Capital Scale
a 0.569 0.057 9.922 0.000***
Model 4
Large enterprises 0.147 0.108 2.880 0.004** 0.553
WHM Index
a 0.132 0.051 2.574 0.011*
Social Capital Scale
a 0.205 0.066 3.127 0.002**
Communication climate Scale
a 0.554 0.066 8.392 0.000***
Model 5
Large enterprises 0.147 0.276 2.828 0.005** 56.4
WHM Index
a 0.098 0.029 1.843 0.067
Social Capital Scale
a 0.197 0.068 2.926 0.004**
Communication climate Scale
a 0.580 0.113 8.436 0.000***
Region 0.066 0.798 1.313 0.191
Cooperative banks -0.039 0.930 -0.760 0.448
Determinants of the innovative climate in German banks 567to let their employees have a say in important decisions, to
openly discuss problems and to be open to criticism, even
when it is voiced by their employees. As has also been
demonstrated in previous studies (Adler and Kwon 2002),
our study of German banks shows that social capital is also
an important factor inﬂuencing the innovativeness of a
company.
Another signiﬁcant predictor of innovation friendliness
is the existence of a WHM program in banks. A key
component of WHM is the incorporation of health pro-
motion objectives into the corporate philosophy. In this
way, employee health becomes an integral corporate
objective and part of the company’s values. Shared values,
convictions and rules help bind employees to the company
and form the core of corporate culture (Cohen and Prusak
2001). If any of these ties to the organization are broken or
if the social relations fall apart, an organization’s perfor-
mance and the health of its members suffer (Pfaff et al.
2005). However, the organization’s innovation processes
do not depend solely on the health of its members. An
organization’s innovativeness also requires a high level of
intrinsic motivation among its members, which is posi-
tively inﬂuenced primarily by the establishment of a set of
shared values on all organizational levels. The study also
found that the size of a company has an inﬂuence on its
innovative climate, revealing that large companies have a
more positively perceived innovative climate than small or
medium-sized companies.
The current global ﬁnancial market crisis may also have
an impact on employee health and, as a result, on the
innovativeness and economic success of companies. The
potential increase in downsizing and employee workloads
brought about by displacement processes taking place in
the ﬁnancial services sector constitutes a threat to
employee health. The ﬁrst takeovers and failures of various
international companies are indicators of an impending
increase in workload in the banking industry. However,
companies can protect their resources from this threat
through the design and implementation of a well-func-
tioning WHM program. By investing in human and social
capital, these companies can protect their innovative abili-
ties and, thus, their economic success. Nevertheless, given
the precarious situation in which the ﬁnancial services
sector currently ﬁnds itself, convincing banks of the bene-
ﬁts of WHM is not an easy feat.
This study measures the innovative climate of the banks
participating in the study, as subjectively perceived by one
representative from each bank. No objective data are
available describing the actual innovativeness of the banks
in terms of their product innovations, process innovations
or economic success. Several methodological limitations
must also be taken into consideration when interpreting the
results of this study. First of all, the study is not an
experiment with controlled conditions. It is a cross-sec-
tional ﬁeld study that only offers a few selected alternative
explanations, thereby limiting the internal validity of the
ﬁndings. A conceptual limitation to the validity of the
ﬁndings is that only one model was tested. No alternative
models were proposed or tested. In addition, the organi-
zational characteristics were only operationalized
according to the subjective view of the health experts
surveyed. The lack of objective data may have led to an
overestimation of the shared, or explained, variance.
Due to the cross-sectional character of the study, we can
only hypothesize that the independent variables are causal
for the change in the innovative climate. Further studies
with longitudinal design should assess the causal direction
of the found association. Particularly, banks and companies
should consider communication climate, social capital and
the implementation of WHM as outcome parameters when
monitoring the innovative climate in German banks. Esti-
mates of relationships from cross-sectional study have to
be treated with care since company-level unobserved fac-
tors cannot be controlled for. This unobserved variable bias
may indeed contaminate our estimates. In addition, the
results of the study may suffer from sample selection bias.
It may well be the case that the effect of worksite health
promotion differs systematically between organizations
that have not implemented such instruments, on the one
hand, and organizations with programs, as those in our
sample, on the other hand. However, the level of WHP
programs in a signiﬁcant portion of the samples organiza-
tions is fairly low. This implies that such a bias is unlikely
to seriously affect our results.
Conclusions
Despite the above-mentioned methodological limitations,
the present study still provides us with important infor-
mation about the innovative climate in the banking
industry. Innovations or a positive innovative climate are
vital for a company’s economic success. By examining
worksite health management and other soft factors such as
social capital and communication climate as determinants
of innovative climate, corporate focus is shifted to the
health and well-being of employees. Only if companies
become aware of the economic potential of health pro-
motion—collected on a scientiﬁcally sound basis—they
will begin to actively incorporate it into their corporate
policy (Ko ¨hler et al. 2009).
Bank executives should focus more on improving the
social processes in their organizations by having a positive
inﬂuence on internal communication and social capital. In
addition, the ﬁnding that the promotion of employee health
through the implementation of a well-functioning WHM
568 T. Ko ¨hler et al.program also has a positive inﬂuence on the innovative
climate in the banks is an important indicator not only for
science, but especially for corporate management. By
designing and implementing a WHM program, corporate
management can improve the innovative climate in their
particular company. In this way, the link between man-
agement decision-making and innovation not only beneﬁts
corporate management, but also employees and employee
health.
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